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REMARKS 

St atus of the Application 

Claims 1. 7-9, 1 1-15, 17, IS, 20, 22, 26, 29, 31-33, 48, 53, 54, 57, 58, 61, 62, 64, 66, 68- 
74, 99, and 102-1 10 are pending. Reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested. 
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Claims 1, 7-9, 11, 12, 17, 18. 20, 22, 26, 29, 31, 33, 57, 6], 62, 64, 66, 68-70, 74, 99, 
102-105, and 10"- K'" 'mTn-e^ted mder35l ^< «, . vn no, ,mm\ r 

view of U.S. Patent No. 6,159,434 to Gonjo et al. {" Gonio ") in view of Great Britain Patent 
Application No, 2,128,013 to Reiser (" k '.R ; ei§gr"). For the reasons that follow, this ground of 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

i rproperlv rel\ on the t > an< 

Reiser. Applicants respectfully submit that Gonjo and Reiser cannot properly be combined to 
negate patentability of the claimed invention. m short, the Office action makes the hold 
assertion that it. would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the tune of the 
e ves to any chemical process system to prove I Umis 

and products from leaking out of the chemical reactor. 5 But this purported rationale directly 
omthn n t> Tc imhis \c >ei to.,.1 ^ 

The solo reason Reiser used a pressure vessel was — it was required. The pressure 
vessel in Reiser was by no means an option. Rattter. Reiser was required to use a containment 
esse! beca een the S 1 the externa 
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' l'v- svt pace K » •■ ' t " 



Rfm)l -S i KOR C<P\ i IM'fcD EXAMINATION 
Sena! No. i 0/77438 
Docket No. VEL03-GN003 

The invention is particularly wet! suited for use with 
molten carbonate electrolyte fuel eel! systems, since it 
has not been possible to create a nonfeaking external 
manifold seal for that type of fuel cell stack. 

\ it J ' \ m JIU 1 M -v 

makes clear, leakage between the fuci ceils and external manifolds always occurs. Absent a 
containment vessel bousing a fluid at a pressure greater than the internal pressure on the inside of 
the tut eel 1 ex pi ve en < m n t \ id be a jted b> 1 . « s stih iv va ) m 
of the fuel cells. 

Reiser never discloses using the containment vessel for any purpose other than to house a 
high pressured fluid thai leaks into the fuel cells. Fur example. Reiser never discloses that 
util 1 v )res es c - ve eel cells h > d e . s s 

Absent the necessary leakage between the manifolding and foe! ceils of Reiser, there is no 
apparent reason why Rcuc > >^ , - p , - >^ n " 

Reiser that would lead one skilled in the art to opt for a pressure vessel, unless the skilled utisuu 
was mrrg a roaeU ; ti at leaked And the Office action a. km a en'pan the fact that CI -ni> , in 
u)in ^ st 1 ■> mi tii p^p v i-v iste , t < n a.L A m 1 f o A 
xi. t ^ "i . x „ v . n 1 > <, nu ydn ti s \ o nt. 

Gonjo teaches utilizing a Teflon gasket or seal material 31 in order to form a seal 
Vi \\ i i s < v 1 < i i v st i \ >t <n v 

Gonjo can seal his plate stack using the seal material 31, one skilled in the art reading Reiser in 
combination with Gonjo would have no motivation to utilize a pressure vessel for a reactor that 
does not leak. To be sure, Office action incorrectly concludes that the embodiments of Gonjo 
address the problem of a leaking plate style reactor. 

The Office action alleges that Gonjo and Reiser Address!] the same problem of leaking 
horn a plate style chemical process system." 3 bins allegation is simply not true. Rather, none of 
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f _ v ^ < nen? mjo leal vc solely for argument's sak* I Rets etuall) 

id Iresi the ime p c )late style s 

question is, what structure does each teach to overcome this problem? 

f < s r a njo address the same pinblem \\ 

solutions. Reiser addresses the problem of leaking from a plate style chemical by using a 
.v. i i nJ ssel ( fbrc< fiui< fi - c rne esse ink le plate style rcactoj In 
contrast, Gonjo addresses the problem" of leaking from a plate style chemical by using Teflon 

tU K i v. 1 I V U - ^'1 \ VK|llT 

even if Gordo and Reiser address the same problem, one skilled in the art would know of 
alien cine -> 1 mm s - a pressure vessv ; app 1 roaie gas; m )ut would b> o i cans be 
motivated to combine these alternatives. 

The Office action also speciously and summarily concludes, "one of ordinary skill in the 
art would recogt tze tl c benefit of using t re pressure vessel of Reiser on any number of devi ces 
... as a 'backup' measure."' But what are those benefits? And what evidence is there that these 
benefits would have been understood by those skilled in the art? Instead, the Office action's 
ion 1 obi \(ninn Reiser rehes on sohn g a rot o ) m 'm it as 
Gonjo caches, his In noopi'-m naming h; iumb ml 1 t in.; as i n^s jl <>neoi 
skill in the art have to use the pressure vessel of Reiser It is illogical to conclude that those 
k i t i. <. \ > 1 i i ^ t c IT as 

the Office action posits, one skilled in the art would find it obvious to use two redundant 
solutions ts this supposed prol em why has eppb nvei net bees disclosed 

previously? Why did Gonjo not conic up with the same thing? The answers to these questions 
point va> fom obvi mess at en an > rc ob\ usnoss 

Vbewang Applicants invention as a whole, it is clear that Applicants' claims are not 
m i vS.v the Supreme Pour 1 c ucliuh t t-on > n' obuoa 

simply because the invention is comprised of component parts already known. 
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[fjmveniions in most, if not all, instances rely upon building blocks long since 
uncovered, and claimed discoveries almost of necessity will be combinations of 
what, in some s 

; i v ) i ist falling p dsight rcasc tc 

considering issues of obviousness. 

A feetfmdc she ski be aware, of course oi hedis t causa >;> s t. ht das 
s j s t s re! x>st reason 

1 t ce action 5 s >sit Ap s' cla e obvious out 

eonside nj At ibsenc* t i a erne? ,ev it y with no app 

J st A U Li\ i A I jvU 1 U Cv< v. ii, ti y , i !< lv s v U U"l! 

O inclusion 

in light of the .foregoing, it. is respectful ly submitted that claims A 7-9, 11-15, 17, 18, 20, 
22, 26, 29, 31-33, 48, 53, 54, 57, 58, 61, 62, 64, 66, 68-74, 99, and 102-110, now pending, are 
patontably distinct from the references cited and are in condition for allowance. Reconsideration 
t s f the rc 1 object eeovd k sk 

The Commissioner for Patents is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees that 
may be req u ec h s paj i ci di o o e payment tt Deposi * coun 50 30 



6 .\.\/<' G) v '.fc \V< /* , 550 U.S. 39$, 438-19 <: ^A 

vW,' r« < c/jk ? s' U.S.398 42i (2007) 
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In the event that the Examiner wishes to discuss my aspect of this response, please 
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425 Walnut Street. Suite 1800 

Cincinnati, OH 45202-3957 

513-357-9663 

wil I is@taftl aw.com 
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